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Mr. NADLER. Mr. Speaker, this bill

is a threat to religious liberty, a threat
to the very effective way the Federal,
State and local governments have long
worked with religious charities, and a
threat to this Nation’s long commit-
ment to equal rights, nondiscrimina-
tion and human dignity.

I would like to dispense with a few
myths that have been propagated dur-
ing this debate.

First, contrary to what we may have
heard, religious charities are not the
victims of discrimination; far from it.
Religious charities now administer bil-
lions of dollars in public funds every
year. Catholic Charities, the Federa-
tion of Protestant Welfare Agencies,
the United Jewish Communities and
many other church groups have been
providing social services partially
funded with taxpayer dollars for many,
many decades.

Myth two: Religious charities must
be allowed to discriminate in employ-
ment and services using public money
in order to do their jobs properly. Why?
Why does a Jewish lunch program need
to hire only Jews to serve the soup?
Why does a Baptist homeless shelter
need to hire only Baptists to provide
the blankets? I thought that this was a
settled issue in our society, but appar-
ently it is not.

Let me ask my colleagues, on the
road to Jericho, did the good Samari-
tan ask the wounded traveler whether
he was of a certain faith or whether he
was gay or whether he was of the prop-
er race? If the answer is no, then why
would we think it necessary for
churches to do this now, with public
funds?

We are told that current law already
allows such discrimination. Yes, it
does, but only with church funds. But
this bill is different. This bill allows
that discrimination not just with
church money but with public money
in purely secular activities or what we
are told are purely secular activities.
That is very new and very, very wrong.

Myth three: This bill preserves State
laws. Not true. The gentleman from
Wisconsin (Mr. SENSENBRENNER) made
clear in the markup in the committee
that it does not. The bill allows broad
religious discrimination and nullifies
the laws of 12 States and more than 100
localities to the contrary. Do not be
fooled by the argument that this ap-
plies only to lesbian and gay rights,
important though they are. This ap-
plies to all local antidiscrimination
laws, whether they protect women or
minorities or single mothers or what-
ever local communities may have com-
mitted to take a stand on. That is an
important difference from past chari-
table choice legislation, which specifi-
cally said that State and local laws
would be preserved. This is different.
ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE SPEAKER PRO TEMPORE

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
LAHOOD). The Chair would remind
Members to abide by the time limita-
tions.

Mr. CONYERS. Mr. Speaker, I yield 2
minutes to the gentleman from Vir-
ginia (Mr. SCOTT).

Mr. SCOTT. Mr. Speaker, I rise in
strong opposition to H.R. 7. While it
has been described as a plan to help re-
ligious organizations to receive and ad-
minister government funds, charitable
choice in reality is a fundamental as-
sault on our civil rights laws.

In this debate, let us be clear. The
major impact of H.R. 7 will be to allow
religious sponsors who want to receive
Federal funds to discriminate in hiring
based on religion. Any program that
can get funded under H.R. 7 can get
funding today, except those run by or-
ganizations that insist on the right to
discriminate in hiring.
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So when we hear about all the pro-
grams that can get funded, let us tell
the truth, all of them can be funded
today if the sponsors are willing to fol-
low civil rights laws, just like all other
Federal contractors. Just do not dis-
criminate in hiring.

So this bill is not about new pro-
grams which can get funded. There is
no new money in the program. Any
program funded under H.R. 7 can be
funded now. This bill provides no new
funding, just new discrimination.

Whatever excuse there is to discrimi-
nate based on religion in these pro-
grams should apply to all Federal pro-
grams. In fact, it would apply to all
private contractors or all private em-
ployers.

Why should a manufacturer be re-
quired to hire people of different
faiths? The answer is it is the law. Be-
cause of our sorry history of discrimi-
nation and bigotry in the past, we have
had to pass laws to establish protected
classes.

So someone can choose their employ-
ees any way they want, except they
cannot discriminate in hiring based on
the protective classes of race, color,
creed, national origin, or sex. This
principle was established in Federal de-
fense contracts when President Roo-
sevelt signed Executive Order 8802 on
June 25, 1941. Now, 60 years later, here
we are allowing sponsors of federally
funded programs to discriminate in hir-
ing.

There are a lot of other problems
with this bill, but we ought to defeat
this bill strictly because of the fact
that it allows new discrimination in
hiring.

Mr. CONYERS. Mr. Speaker, in con-
sultation with the chairman of the
committee, I ask unanimous consent
that each side be given 10 additional
minutes.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
LAHOOD). Is there objection to the re-
quest of the gentleman from Michigan?

Mr. SENSENBRENNER. Mr. Speak-
er, reserving the right to object, I
would point out to the gentleman from
Michigan that while I personally have
no objection, the general debate time
is controlled by the Committee on

Ways and Means. I would suggest that
he request that of the chairman of the
Committee on Ways and Means when
he comes back to the Chamber. I am
afraid that I would be trodding on their
turf, so I would ask him to withdraw
his unanimous consent request.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gen-
tleman from Michigan?

Mr. SENSENBRENNER. I object, Mr.
Speaker.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Objec-
tion is heard.

Mr. CONYERS. Mr. Speaker, I yield 2
minutes and 5 seconds to the gentle-
woman from California (Ms. LOFGREN).

Ms. LOFGREN. Mr. Speaker, if we
take time to review the details of this
bill, we will see it is bad for America.
The premise that religious people can-
not help solve America’s social prob-
lems is simply wrong. I spent 14 years
in local government. We worked with
Catholic Charities and many others.
We do not need this radical departure
from the Bill of Rights to work with
Catholics, Protestants, Buddhists, Hin-
dus, Sikhs, or Jains to solve America’s
problems.

Consider the plain language of the
first amendment: ‘‘Congress shall make
no law respecting an establishment of
religion.’’ I think that is clear. But
this bill would take tax money and
give it directly to churches. How can
that not run afoul of the constitutional
prohibition against the establishment
of religion?

Our country was started by people
seeking religious freedom to worship,
and this fundamental American value
was put in the very first amendment to
our Constitution.

When government becomes involved
in establishing or preferring religions,
trouble follows. Will the Sikhs or Hin-
dus receive the day care contract? Will
the Muslims or Jews run the nursing
home where your mother will live?
Pity the local government who must
decide.

With government money comes inter-
ference and perhaps improper conduct.
Do these funds go to friends of the
President? Does the Salvation Army
get a financial benefit for political
work? Thomas Jefferson is famous for
the observation that ‘‘. . . intermingl-
ing of church and State corrupts both.’’

Finally and incredibly, there are spe-
cial interest provisions in this bill that
do not even relate to religion. Look at
section 104.

Astonishingly, the bill creates a spe-
cial class of victims without rights,
nonprofit and religious groups who
rent vehicles from businesses. An ex-
ample: Corporation A leases a van with
bald tires to the Baptist Youth Choir.
The van overturns. With section 104,
Corporation A cannot be held liable to
help with the funeral and medical ex-
penses. But if the same van is rented
for the same price to a for-profit sa-
tanic rock group, corporation A can be
held liable. Why should religious and
nonprofit groups be victimized with
impunity?
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